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“This is a great and glorious region. It is fishing with lakes. It is transected by three great rivers; the 
Mississippi, the Minnesota and the St. Croix. There isn't any doubt about the value of these. There isn’t any 
doubt about their beauty either. Is it inevitable that they have to try all the crummiest, most disgusting and 
ugly industries and uses? ... Almost every land use can exist;... But you have to learn I insist in the first case 
of the river is noble and the land use be deferential to the river. There isn't any reason why industry and 
commerce cannot, in fact, impinge upon the river but do this with some deference.” (McHarg, Multiply and 
Subdue the Earth).  
 
Introduction 
Urban planning concerns itself with the organization of grids, systems, flow; of where people 
are, where people should be, and what they should do there. Ecologists study relationships between 
living things and the environment. Fifty years ago, Scottish landscape architect, author, and TV 
personality Ian McHarg wrote his seminal book, ​Design with Nature. ​That same year, he also delivered 
a report to the Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities, ​An Ecological Study of the Twin Cities ​(Wallace 
et al, 1969). The Metropolitan Council had taken a bold step in thinking about their work 
differently--from an “ecology-first” perspective rather than an “economic-growth first” perspective. 
McHarg considered the grids, system, flow, and most importantly, where people were and where 
they ​should​ be, primarily through the lens of the relationships between all of the living things in the 
region and the land. The overall purpose of this report is to determine what impact, if any, McHarg’s 
report--and his ecology-first perspective--had on Metropolitan Council policymaking.  
 
McHarg spoke and wrote powerfully to what many considered the foremost planning 
challenge of the era, that of inadequate management of burgeoning economic growth. He also gave 
special attention to one of the most visible costs of poorly managed growth -- unconsidered 
destruction of sensitive open space and attendant harm to natural systems. In essence, McHarg 
believed that if planners took an “ecology-first” approach, the other goals of economic growth, 
housing, and transportation could all be realized, resulting in healthier and safer communities. 
 
The Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities was a first-of-its-kind regional governing body 
for the seven-county area. Within two years of its inception, the Council chose to commission 
McHarg to write a report assessing the area. Like McHarg, Twin Cities leaders were deeply 
concerned about the harmful effects of poorly managed growth, particularly the destruction of open 
space. In a 1967 report calling for the creation of the ​Metropolitan​ Council, the Citizens League 
identified open space protection among the most important functions of the envisioned body and 
warned, “Unless large tracts of parks and open space are acquired promptly, the land will be taken 
over by developers and lost for public purposes forever” (Citizens League, 1967). 
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 McHarg was also a first of his kind. He was a landscape architect who moved away from the 
aesthetic dogma of modernism and instead believed that ecology-first ideals should drive practice. 
This melding of an untested regional model of government with a landscape architect proposing to 
make ecological principles actionable through a planning process gives us a rare opportunity to 
conduct a policy analysis of McHarg’s impact on the region through policy and planning.  
 
 
The timing of the 1969 McHarg report, one year prior to the Metropolitan Council’s first 
open space policy statement, begs a number of questions: 
 
What was the social, political, and economic context for McHarg and the ​Metropolitan 
Council’s thinking about open space? How was it possible that a unique form of regional 
government and a celebrity landscape architect came to work together on a new ecologically based 
approach to planning? What were McHarg’s recommendations to the ​Metropolitan​ Council with 
regard to the protection of open space, and how did those recommendations influence the 
formulation of ​Metropolitan​ Council open space policy? Finally, is there evidence of alignment 
between McHarg’s open space recommendations and early ​Metropolitan​ Council open space policy 
statements?  
 
To answer these questions, a senior planner who was at the Metropolitan Council at the time 
of McHarg’s work was interviewed, along with a former student of McHarg’s who went on to play a 
significant role at the Metropolitan Council, and also an early Citizen’s League board member with 
ties to both the Humphrey Institute and the Metropolitan Council. Years of data stored on 
microfiche at the Metropolitan Council was reviewed, including meeting minutes and internal 
memos from 1968-1971 as well as reports and notes from open meetings. To provide context from 
the time, we relied on Ian McHarg’s autobiography as well as information about the formation of 
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 the Metropolitan Council from the Citizen’s League and other texts that demonstrate the context of 
these events.. 
 
The findings strongly suggest that McHarg’s recommendations did influence the Council’s 
approach to regional planning. Metropolitan Council staff relied on McHarg’s analysis as the primary 
basis for its foundational 1970 open space policy statement. The Council’s ​Metropolitan Development 
Guide ​(MDG) for the first time bound nearly 300 units of local government to conform to a regional 
open space protection strategy for the Twin Cities (Metropolitan Council [MC], 1970). This 
inaugural open space policy served as the starting point for the next five decades of Twin Cities 
open space policy making, and, over time, reshaped the Twin Cities landscape in its image. If you 
look around the Twin Cities region today -- the grids, the systems, the flow; where people are and 
what they are doing there -- you will see the influence and ideas of Ian McHarg. This is important 
because we have the opportunity to observe, over a long period of time, how and to what extent this 
early planning resonates today. Rather than existing only on paper, in a library or buried in 
microfiche, this report, because of the direction and weight it was given by the Metropolitan 
Council, put theory into action.  
 
In addition to discussing McHarg’s influence on urban and regional planning in the Twin 
Cities region, we will place his work within the broader context of urban planning, discuss his 
impact within his field and discuss the comparative and historical analysis we used as a basis for our 
conclusions. To date, relatively few regional-scale plan evaluations have been conducted. When they 
are, they are typically geographic analyses. This approach is unique because it focuses on how 
McHarg’s recommendations affected Metropolitan Council policy rather than simply the ecology of 
the region​. ​We will discuss Metropolitan Council history and how it came to be that a celebrity 
landscape architect with a penchant for fiery environmental polemic was tasked with advising the 
Council on its approach to land use planning and open space protection. We will review our findings 
and we will offer some ideas on why and how McHarg’s recommendations were massaged to meet 
the needs of many stakeholders. Finally, we will outline the limitations of our work and offer several 
compelling areas for potential further study. 
Literature Review  
Wallace, McHarg, Roberts, and Todd’s (WMRT) 1969 report, ​An Ecological Study of The Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area​, prescribes the optimal use of all lands in the Twin Cities metro area on the 
basis of a comprehensive inventory of the natural resource characteristics of the regional landscape 
and an elaborate system for identifying optimal land uses by reference to those characteristics 
(Wallace et al., 1969). The report and McHarg’s contemporaneous book, ​Design with Nature​, were the 
apotheosis of two decades of personal reflection, scholarship, and practice focused on the 
development of an ecology-based approach to urban planning.  
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As an academic, designer, author and practitioner, McHarg believed that all land use design 
decisions should incorporate ecological understanding and awareness. Wahl (2017) states that 
McHarg made sure that his design considerations and recommendations expressed “a culture-nature 
symbiosis and [met] human needs while being beneficial to life as a whole.” 
 
McHarg’s concept of ecology was not simply of a science but of a worldview in which a 
number of assumed facts about the world are held preeminent: 
 
1. The world is a complex system of interactive natural processes. 
2. Human beings are embedded in this complex, affected by (and affecting) natural processes 
in all that we do. 
3. The natural processes in place on the landscape support certain human uses and constrain 
others. 
4. Natural processes provide services (which McHarg calls values) that are beneficial to human 
beings. 
5. Land uses impact natural processes and may diminish the capacity of natural processes to 
provide future value to people. 
 
On the basis of this worldview, McHarg argues that the principal aim of urban planning 
should be to optimize the fit between land uses and natural processes in specific places or, in his 
exact words, to match “the proclivities of the land… to the requirements of demand” and to do so 
in a manner that does not compromise the capacity of the land to continue providing value in the 
future (Wallace et al, 1969). His theory of human ecological planning is an instrument for “revealing 
regions as interacting and dynamic natural systems having intrinsic opportunities and constraints for 
all human uses” (McHarg, 1981).  
 
Before beginning his work in the Twin Cities, McHarg honed the concepts and methods of 
ecological planning via a series of land use plans and case studies prepared by his firm Wallace, 
McHarg, Roberts, and Todd for areas including downtown Baltimore, Manhattan, the Potomac 
River basin, Staten Island, Philadelphia, and the New Jersey shore. In his book ​Design with Nature 
(McHarg, 1969), he presents conceptual and methodological models for a new kind of ecological 
planning.  
 
McHarg’s conceptions and use of science as an explanatory model for understanding nature 
and people became the driving force for using “science in the design of regional landscapes” 
(Herrington, 2010). He advanced the map-overlay method, by creating his design concept called 
“layer cake” maps (See Figure 1). This model would become the predecessor to the computerized 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) system; a gathering process utilizing data maps to create big 
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 pictures. The “layer cake” method became key to the ecological model being used to identify and 
interpret ecological parameters in various American cities including the Twin Cities region. 
 
Figure 1 – Layer Cake Map (Source: 
https://www.e-education.psu.edu/natureofgeoinfo/sites/www.e-education.psu.edu.natureofgeoinfo/files/image/pa_lay
ers.jpg) 
  
McHarg described his ecological method for interpreting and identifying the ecological 
parameters of the region as a two-step ecological inventory process. The first step is the 
interpretation of the existing and potential ecological parameters of the region. Prior to engaging 
with the interpretation process he elaborately evaluated the conditions of existing ecological features 
throughout the region and categorized each based on their specific ecological characteristics. The 
map-overlay technique utilized by McHarg to develop the ecological model relied heavily upon the 
“the integration of social and natural information” to project future development in ways that 
adhered to “nature’s intrinsic progression towards stability” (Harrington, 2010).  
 
This photo-GIS method, partnered with his ecology-based approach to planning, resulted in 
an instrument to develop and review land and design characterizations as well as the opportunity to 
produce the 1969 WMRT report (The McHarg Center, 2018). It produced the recommendations to 
develop a technical report which proposed suitability matrices and techniques to attend to nature's 
processes in various sites and stages throughout the Twin Cities region. The report’s approach to 
providing actionable guidance led to the council’s need to translate this analysis into action. It 
provided a basis to interpret and identify prospective land uses but also helped the Metropolitan 
Council and other parties to understand how these major categories function throughout the region.  
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Subsequently, we analyzed the WMRT 1969 report, ​An Ecological Study of The Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Area​, with the understanding that McHarg’s ecological method has led to instruments to 
develop and review land and design characterizations (The McHarg Center, 2018). Despite this fact, 
none of the scholars, authors, and supporters reviewed here have examined McHarg’s direct impact 
on the Twin Cities regional plan. We find it quite difficult to identify regional policy evaluation and 
analysis throughout the United States. Much of the existing literature supports European regional 
policy evaluation and analysis. It mentions the establishment of regional policy structures, but misses 
the opportunity to truly evaluate regional development policies for what they are worth. Our 
historical policy analysis approach is something of a new evaluation model compared to those 
commonly used to examine policy development and change (Diez et al., 2002). The research this 
study inaugurates is currently not comparable to other work that is available today. We have found 
that much of the discussions surrounding McHarg focus on his contributions to landscape 
architecture and planning overall. There is a significant disparity between the current knowledge 
available on the Twin Cities regional history and public design as it relates to McHarg’s regional plan 
recommendations, as well as regional policy evaluation in the United States as a whole.  
Examining the Influence of the 1969 WMRT Ecological Assessment 
on the Twin Cities Landscape 
The 1969 WMRT report ​An Ecological Study of the Twin Cities​ is believed to have been an echo 
of the work conducted previously by landscape architect Horace Cleveland, who convinced City of 
Minneapolis business leaders to develop a new kind of park system which would link natural 
resources such as lakes and rivers to one another (Smith, 2008). Cleveland’s vision for the 
metropolitan area was to see the two major cities (Minneapolis and St. Paul) connected through 
parkways and regional design mechanisms (Martin, 2017). Unlike Fredrick Law Olmstead Jr., 
Cleveland’s approach valued nature in a way that saw the risk urban development posed on the 
natural landscapes of the West, which the Midwest was considered a part of during this time. He saw 
the importance of protecting natural areas from development not only for their recreational 
purposes and accessibility but for their intrinsic values as well.  
 
Many years later, the Twin Cities saw the rise of a first of its type regional governance body 
-- the Metropolitan Council -- which exercised power in significant part by guiding local land use 
planning and zoning. One impetus for creation of the Council was widespread nitrate contamination 
of drinking water supplies that could cause potentially fatal methemoglobinemia, or “Blue Baby 
Syndrome”. The Metropolitan Council was established to determine the best use of land and water 
resources. This contamination directly influenced the council to consult with McHarg and his firm 
to determine how to best address land use and water resource issues in the region (McCormick, 
1968).  
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As we know now, McHarg’s conception of ecology was not just as a science but a 
worldview. On the basis of this worldview, McHarg argued that the principal aim of urban planning 
should be to optimize the fit between land uses and natural processes in specific places and to do so 
in a manner that does not compromise the capacity of the land to continue providing value in the 
future (McHarg, 1996) 
 
Returning to discuss McHarg’s approach to the ecological method, we examine the second 
step in this process. The focal point of this two-step ecological inventory system was the 
development of an ecological criteria for prospective land uses by “identifying the relevance of 
elements of geology, physiography, hydrology, soils, vegetation, wildlife, and existing land uses to 
the four land use groups” (Wallace et al., 1969). The prospective land uses McHarg identified are 
production, protection, recreation, and urbanization (See Table 1).  
 
Four maps were produced to illustrate intrinsic suitability for these uses (See Figure 2) 
(Wallace et al., 1969). McHarg 1969 directly states that the “data gathered from the ecological 
inventory has a value in its own right because it can be reinterpreted for objectives not considered in 
this study.” This is significant because we have identified areas in the Metropolitan Council 1970 
Metropolitan Development Guide: Parks and Open Space – Policies, System Plan, Program (MDG) 
where his recommendations were considered.  
 
 Each ecological feature was listed and evaluated based on its relationship to the prospective 
land use groups. McHarg’s reasoning for analyzing existing land uses was to determine which 
cultural features have “recreational value or require protection” (Wallace et al., 1969). He used aerial 
photographs to identify non-urban lands such as “cultivated fields, meadows, pastures, and forests” 
(Wallace et al., 1969). Other features like historical sites and public and private recreational areas 
were identified by information provided by the Metropolitan Council (Wallace et al., 1969).  
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 Table 1: McHarg’s “Ecological Parameters” Prospective Land Uses 
Production  Land uses related to production from the land  
Examples: agriculture, forestry, wildlife propagation, and mineral extractive industries 
Protection  Land uses whose primary purposes are to preserve, protect, and conserve those 
elements of the natural environment considered to be unique, scarce, or vulnerable or 
constitute a hazard to life and health.  
Examples: erodible slopes, flood plains, and aquifer recharge areas 
Recreation  Land uses whose purposes are to enable the constructive use of leisure time in an 
active or passive manner. 
Urbanization  Land uses related to residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial development. 
Source: 1969 WMRT Ecological Assessment on the Twin Cities Landscape, Page 36 
 
 
Figure 2 - 1969 WMRT McHarg Composite Intrinsic Suitability Map (Source: Wallace et al., 1969)  
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 The second step of this process focuses on the “development of ecological criteria… [to 
interpret] ecological parameters with respect to land uses” (Wallace et al., 1969). McHarg used a 
value rating system to identify best conditions and least desirable conditions. This identification 
scheme guided the development of the ecological criteria which determined land use suitability 
(Wallace et al., 1969). The combining of different ecological parameters into ‘suitability classes’ was 
the result of the development of ecological criteria. On that account, McHarg proposed regulation 
to protect what he would call the ‘ecological phenomenon and processes.’ A spectrum of regulatory 
alternatives were constructed to indicate the “devices that might be appropriately employed in the 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Area” (Wallace et al., 1969) (See Figures 3 and 4). 
 
McHarg’s recommended identification and categorization of land uses for protection 
compatibility and permitting can be examined in Images 3 and 4. The regulator devices and 
recommended permitted uses from the 1969 WMRT report were policy suggestions that remained 
straightforward. These policy suggestions were based on McHarg’s recognition of recurring 
phenomena and processes in the region and prescribing ecological, preservation- motivated 
regulatory approaches. For “#23 proposed parks”, McHarg recommended public acquisition as a 
regulatory device to preserve such spaces (Wallace et al., 1969). This public acquisition could be an 
outright purchase, installment purchase, purchase and leaseback, or excess condemnation. 
 
I​mages 3 and 4 – Images of Regulatory Devices and Recommended Permitted Uses (Source: 1969 WMRT Report). Full 
Page in the appendix 
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 This point is sustained by the 1970 MDG policies, which directly state in Policy Actions #5 
that the Metropolitan Council must “acquire or preserve park and open space lands through means 
that are consistent with the anticipated use(s) of the land”; and #6, “acquire or preserve sufficient 
park and open space land to fulfill the needs of the present population and projected future 
population” (MDG, 1970).  
 
An equally significant aspect is McHarg’s ecological assessment, where he found that the 
“preferential assessment has failed to permanently reserve open space, and in some instances, it has 
actually encouraged leap-frogging rather than curtail it” (Wallace et al., 1969). This account suggests 
that the Twin Cities area fell short in opportunities to stimulate development in specified areas that 
would encourage open space preservation and urbanization in others. He suggested the 
implementation of an open space system which combats the patterns of urbanization that 
undervalue natural processes.  
 
In the 1969 WMRT report, McHarg utilized a working hypothesis to establish a hierarchy of 
land use preferences. This process assisted him with order preference for land-use categories, in 
which he found protection of open space systems coming before urbanization (Wallace et al., 1969). 
He stated that his map revealed natural diversity “instead of bland areas with little character, either 
good or bad, which are normally selected for urbanization, this map professes a diversity appropriate 
to a variety of needs” (Wallace et al., 1969). Through his recommended open space system he clearly 
stated that open space has played a “passive role in the transformation of land [and] urbanization 
has been the active force” (Wallace et al., 1969). This statement alone shows that the preservation of 
open space trumping urbanization was McHarg’s ultimate goal in maintaining valued attribution of 
land uses.  
 
A series of identification criterion were developed as well as sub-processes and a 
supplemental “Protection” map; a finding which we found provided the basis for a proposed Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area Open Space System. Utilizing the ecological inventory and analysis, 
McHarg identified various functions of land uses that would require protection and regulation. His 
primary focus was on preserving, conserving, and regulating the natural processes existing in the 
area. He believed that if the protection for natural resources and phenomenon “is an accepted 
objective, it must then be integrated with the metropolitan planning process by constituent levels of 
government and by the private sector” (Wallace et al., 1969). Based on this belief, he found that 
introducing such a device would lead to a “panoply of devices” that could be employed and 
implemented to supplement the open space policy. The suggestions provided for the panoply are 
shown in Images 3 and 4.  
 
The regulator devices suggested are acquisition, zoning, taxation, and regulation- related. 
McHarg specified the importance of instrumentalizing regulatory devices such as taxes to implement 
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 land use planning and the aggregation of land to further support this policy device. An example 
McHarg provides of a regulatory device is fee acquisitions being utilized for the preservation of 
‘phenomenons and processes’ (i.e. open space.):  
 
“The most effective means of preserving open space is the outright acquisition of land. 
William Whyte has pointed out that if a local government has the power of eminent domain, 
it is in a better position to persuade landowners and developers to cooperate on measures 
that will make condemnation unnecessary. In his words, "The stronger the stick, the less 
need to use it". Many acquisition programs have necessarily been aimed at saving those open 
spaces most threatened by urbanization. The soaring prices of such lands are frequently 
creating serious predicaments in which agencies find that they must pay much more for land 
than was contemplated in their appropriations. That situation has suggested alternative 
acquisition schemes such as installment purchase, purchase and lease-back, and purchase and 
sell-back” (Wallace et al., 1969).   
 
Complementary to the 1969 WMRT report, the 1970 Metropolitan Council ​Metropolitan 
Development Guide: Parks and Open Space – Policies, System Plan, Program ​(MDG) report was adopted. 
This report operates as a “comprehensive plan for metropolitan parks and open space [as] part of 
the Council’s Metropolitan Development Guide” (Metropolitan Council [MC], 1970). It contains 
guidance on long-range planning policies to ensure the proper operation of open space in the metro 
and a system plan that describes the specific needs of suggested open spaces while identifying areas 
recommended for preservation, acquisition, and development. Additionally, it contains information 
on the development program that would implement the suggested parks and open space 
comprehensive plan. 
 
Much like the 1969 WMRT report, the 1970 MDG states that “tax resources, population 
characteristics, and social needs are not neatly distributed on the basis of governmental hierarchy, a 
descriptive breakdown of responsibilities will not help solve the basic problem: the shortage of 
adequate recreation open space” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). McHarg points out Connecticut and 
Maryland as states that had enacted tax devices to preserve open space. The criticism of the device is 
expressed but overall he suggests it is a useful stimulant to development in areas where urbanization 
is sought; and as an instrument if used in conjunction with other regulator devices that could lead to 
protected ecological land use plans that are effective (Wallece et al., 1969) This demonstrates that 
McHarg’s suggestion of instrumentalizing tax devices to implement land use policy and planning to 
preserve spaces is essential to providing a diversified park and open space system to serve the public. 
Comparable to McHarg’s judgement on population projections guiding the region towards a realm 
to address land use priorities, the MDG also suggests determining priorities based on population 
projections and assumptions of future uses and fiscal resource availability. 
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 The 1970 MDG report illustrates the proposed recreation and protection of open space 
system plan as a map, which represents these two aspects of open space (See Figure 5). It displays 
the physical, biological, and social actions that contributed to the character of the region at the time 
as well as potential opportunities available for open space. In the area of recreation the report 
highlights the usage of recreational areas outside the metropolitan boundaries, the difficulty of 
identifying the role for different levels of government and the need for substantial investment on 
identified recreational activities. This segment focuses mainly on the necessity to address the 
demands “based on user surveys, population projects, and assumptions as to future uses and fiscal 
resources” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). Determining recreational priorities is the greatest challenge 
reported in the guide.  
 
Protection of open space is the second segment of the development guide and it focuses on 
developing effective policies to work and yield the greatest benefits to man (Metropolitan Council, 
1970). The importance of keeping spaces free from development is addressed as is the necessity of 
assuring properly functioning water systems. Determining whether natural conditions in the 
Metropolitan Area are protected is also recommended throughout the report. The protection of 
open space in the report is stated to be facing challenges with development, with few protection 
elements in place to preserve existing or potential natural open spaces. This segment exists to 
provide identification of designated protection elements, locations and possible measurements 
through criteria and a map (See Image 5).  
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Image 5 – 1970 Metropolitan Development Guide Open Space Plan Map (Source: 1970 MDG) 
 
 This segment also serves as a guiding principle to reverse the negative social consequences 
of human action. The 1970 report states that “from the very earliest geologic activity to the most 
recent modifications of the landscape by man -- has served to define and limit the character, 
qualities, and capabilities of the various elements” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). This statement 
proves that the focus to preserve and protect recreational spaces is based on the effect social 
conditions have had on natural features in the area as suggested by McHarg’s earlier work in the 
1969 WMRT report. This body of work determined which areas should be acquired and developed 
as metropolitan areas of preservation, recreation and conservation, with great attention given to the 
quality of existing and potential natural features as well as the accessibility of the built environment 
in the metropolitan area (Metropolitan Council, 1970). 
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 Case Description 
The Metropolitan Council’s work with Ian 
McHarg necessitates an understanding of the origin 
and evolution of the Council and its relationship to 
planning. The Twin Cities metropolitan area is unique 
in suburban development, in that it is more orderly 
than most other American metropolitan areas because 
of the development of a review authority relatively 
early in its suburbanization process (Adams & 
VonDrasek, 1993). 
 
Through national trends relating to planning, 
specifically the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1965, 
highway funds would be supplied only to 
metropolitan areas which had a comprehensive 
transportation planning process that could interrelate 
factors (Harrigan & Johnson, 1978). 1966 saw the 
Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development 
Act, aimed at creating model cities which extended 
representation to inner suburbs. The Act included 
review of projects related to open space such as 
hospitals, airports, libraries, and water and sanitation 
(Harrigan & Johnson, 1978). Stakeholders had an 
incentive to cooperate regionally, given the 
regulations of federal funding for development 
projects. Additionally, the bifurcation of the Twin 
Cities themselves presented a need for cooperation as developments progressed, ranging from 
growth issues to transit (Adams & VonDrasek, 1993).  
 
Aside from timely progress in addressing regional issues, the Metropolitan Council’s creation 
and subsequent work with Ian McHarg was rooted in confronting the “practical concern for some 
immediate problems that could not be dealt with effectively under the existing governmental 
apparatus”(Harrigan & Johnson, 1978). These included pollution and preservation concerns in the 
region. By the time the Council had formed in 1967, rudimentary iterations of a regional 
development guide overarching primary planning issues entered a stage of refinement. The planning 
firm of Wallace, McHarg, Roberts, and Todd was selected to improve the existing open space 
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 frameworks. In our examination of the role of the 1969 report, the perspective of varying 
contributors and stakeholders will be examined, along with notable impacts on policy.  
 
Current discussions largely focus on McHarg’s study of the link between organisms and the 
environment as well as human design decisions’ lack of ecological awareness. What literature pieces 
miss entirely is a critical analysis of the several inventories he produced for cities throughout the 
nation. In examining the 1969 WMRT report through a policy lens, it is possible to launch a 
discussion on whether McHarg’s ecological assessment of the region sparked investment in 
preserving areas identified as ‘ecologically sensitive.’ Our review will focus solely on McHarg’s 
ecological inventory recommendations to the Metropolitan Council. The goal of the 1969 WMRT 
report was to “identify the major physical and biological processes which caused the Twin Cities 
Metropolitan Region to be and [what] operate[s] there now” and to provide sound, 
ecologically-aware guidance on landscape preservation in the region. By revisiting the methods and 
parameters McHarg utilized to arrive at the recommendations he made and comparing his guidance 
to what came after, the research will explore the conclusion of an explanatory factor in the 
development and design of the current metro area. 
Methodology 
We conducted a historical policy analysis using qualitative methods. We primarily relied on 
documentary evidence from the Metropolitan Council archives, and conducted first-person 
interviews with individuals who were working in the region during this time period and other 
experts in order to corroborate findings from our documentary analysis. We limited our analysis to a 
five year period (1969 - 1974) because we assumed that any major regional policy impacts would 
have most likely occurred during the first half-decade after the WMRT report was adopted by the 
Metropolitan Council. 
Data Sources: 
WMRT Report 
The 1969 Wallace, McHarg, Roberts and Todd (WMRT) report is the grounding source. As 
an original primary source publication, it provides a frame of reference for the evaluation criteria and 
research questions presented. The report was historically analyzed based on its breadth of content of 
open space recommendations and land use policy advice. The analysis was done in order to create a 
frame of reference for the later comparative analyses.  
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 Video: ​Multiply and Subdue the Earth 
A second source for determining impact includes analytical review of the draft report’s 
formal presentation by McHarg himself to the Metropolitan Council in 1968. Video footage of the 
report was recorded by National Education Television for presentation sometime in March of 1969 
on educational channels. While the original footage could not be found, portions of the footage 
were later used in a 1969 documentary entitled ​Multiply and Subdue the Earth​ authored by Austin 
Hoyt, John B. Calhoun, Ian L. McHarg, and WGBH Educational Foundation, and distributed by 
National Educational Television and Radio Center.  
Planning Guides and Metropolitan Council Primary Sources 
A comparative analysis was conducted across evolutionary open space planning guides 
utilized by the region. This was done in order to determine causal shifts in public policy which may 
have been influenced by the report in question.  
 
Thorough document analysis and review, in the form of primary sources, was the principal 
method. Sources reviewed include Metropolitan Council original meeting minutes between 
1968-1971 and bimonthly printed newsletters ranging from 1967-1972. Additionally, original 
publications of the Metropolitan Council in the relevant time frame were evaluated for relevance to 
the original report. 
Interviews 
Interactive in-person interviews were conducted with three community members with vast 
experience relating to Council planning. One interviewee was a Council Manager with over 25 years’ 
experience, another a stakeholder for the Citizen’s League, and the third a Metropolitan Council 
Principal Planner. 
Marcel R. Jouseau 
On November 14, 2018, Lindsay Carrera met with scientist and former Metropolitan 
Council Manager of Water Resources Management Marcel R. Jouseau. Active with the Council from 
1974-2009, Mr. Jouseau is now retired and living in St. Paul. He began his graduate career as an 
advisee of Ian McHarg at the University of Pennsylvania. Some of his classmates, who were fellow 
research assistants, assisted in the creation of the phenomenal map collection included in the 1969 
report. His career in geological surveying and city planning was therefore inextricably linked to 
McHarg’s work. 
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 The interview covered topics including Jouseau’s perspective on the influence of land 
planning data and the larger development community’s slow adaptation to acknowledging ecological 
impacts. Additionally, Mr. Jouseau highlighted the importance of federal regulations and emerging 
environmental movements at the time. His perception of the Council’s work is positive, aiming to 
create a better world for an area he considers undoubtedly beautiful and well maintained.  
John Adams, PhD 
On November 6, 2018, Athena Adkins met with Humphrey Professor Emeritus John 
Adams. He is Professor Emeritus of Geography, Planning & Public Affairs, University of 
Minnesota, and was recently a senior research associate with the University Metropolitan 
Consortium. He served as interim Associate Dean of the Humphrey Institute after retiring from the 
Geography Department, College of Liberal Arts, in 2007. He was awarded the Fesler-Lampert Chair 
in Urban & Regional Affairs in 2000. In Winter 1999 he was a visiting professor at Olsztyn 
University of Agriculture & Technology in Poland; in 1997 he was a visiting professor of geography 
at Marie Curie-Sklodowska University, also in Poland; in 1990-91 he was visiting professor of 
geography and environmental engineering at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, New York; 
and in 1988 he was a Fulbright Professor of Geography at Moscow State University in the former 
Soviet Union.  
 
The conversation ranged from why the Metropolitan Council was originally formed (due to 
the need for a regional sewer system to prevent groundwater contamination) to McHarg’s 
recommendations influencing planning at the Metropolitan Council (“Of course”). As planning and 
policy grew from those early days, they discussed why the McHarg recommendations were “watered 
down” (primarily due to local municipal finance and private property rights). While Dr. Adams was 
comfortable discussing the larger themes and trends of the time, he felt he was not well informed on 
what McHarg contributed to planning at the Metropolitan Council. Subsequent email conversations 
revealed names of other people who may have had informed first-hand accounts of the McHarg 
recommendations and some of the ​Metropolitan​ Council policy decisions that followed. 
Unfortunately, many people who were involved in those days are either not alive, not available or 
difficult to find. We will talk about this more in evaluating our study limitations and areas of further 
study. He also pointed the group to a few publications, including ​Governing the Twin Cities Region: The 
Metropolitan Council in Comparative Perspective​ by Harrigan and Johnson as well as his own 1983 book, 
Minneapolis St. Paul: People, Places, and Public Life​.  
Ed Maranda 
Ed Maranda’s first involvement with the Metropolitan Council came in 1965. He was 
mentioned in an early Citizen’s League Report (#182) entitled “​The Future Role of the Metropolitan 
Planning Commission,” ​which laid out the case for the Metropolitan Council, and called for a broad 
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 look at the region and the complex nature of overlapping and contradictory demands. He retired as 
the principal planner for the Metropolitan Council in the late 1990s. Athena reached out to him at 
the suggestion of Dr. Adams. They spoke by phone on December 1, 2018. They had a brief 
conversation that centered around the question, “Did McHarg’s recommendations influence 
Metropolitan Council policy--specifically Open Space policy?” He answered, “Not really” (personal 
communication, December 2, 2018).  
 
Maranda gave two main reasons why he felt McHarg’s influence was limited: First, while the 
many overlays that McHarg used to create his maps were interesting, his final recommendations 
outlined areas that were not suitable for development which had already been developed. This did 
little to endear McHarg to Metropolitan Council members. The second reason played out in the 
pages of the St. Paul ​Pioneer Press and Dispatch​, Minneapolis ​Star ​and Minneapolis ​Tribune​ newspapers. 
On Wednesday, July 24, 1968, George McCormick reported that McHarg told the Metropolitan 
Council the previous day that the Jordan water table contained concerningly high levels of nitrates 
that could cause fatalities in children. McHarg urged immediate investigation and warned the council 
that any attempts to impose controls [on water quality] would run into opposition by saying “the 
freedom to despoil is a long cherished right.” (McCormick, 1969) 
 
Maranda encouraged Adkins to review the cities’ daily papers. At his direction, she found a 
story from Saturday, July 27th, appearing in the The ​Minneapolis Tribune​ headlined ​Water Pollution 
Report Disputed​. The article reports that the Minnesota Department of Health labeled McHarg’s 
reports false and chalked it up to his inexperience with hydrology. Finally, the Saturday, August 3rd 
edition of the ​Minneapolis Star​ also contained an article disputing McHarg’s findings, saying that 
McHarg misinterpreted the data. Maranda said the loss of trust generated by these two incidents 
critically impacted McHarg’s opportunity to influence Metropolitan Council policy. He did think, 
though, that if McHarg did have any influence it would have been through his star pupil Marcel 
Jouseau. Mr. Jouseau’s interview appears at the beginning of this section. 
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 Timeline 
 
Social, Political, and Economic Context 
What was the social, political, and economic context for McHarg and the Metropolitan 
Council’s thinking about open space? The McHarg report to the ​Metropolitan​ Council was released 
at a time of intensifying concern about the environmental destruction wrought by uncontrolled 
metro area growth. After formally calling for the creation of the ​Metropolitan​ Council in 1967, the 
Citizens League’s next major report urged the Council to create a Parks and Open Space 
Commission and recommended that its first task should be to create a regional plan for the 
protection of open space (Citizens League, 1968). 
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 In their report ​Preserving Green Space in Metropolitan Development,​ the Citizens League described 
a pattern of disregard for natural resources that, if left unchecked, threatened to reduce quality of 
life, economic growth, and water quality: 
 
“Land which should be kept in an open state is being developed without any 
consideration being given to the additional public costs which will result in the future 
because of flood damage, flood control projects, or pollution of water, for example. 
Prime potential park and recreation areas along our many lakes and streams and in 
wooded, hilly areas are being preempted for private purpose rather than for public use. 
Residential subdivisions are planned with virtually all of the open space parceled equally 
on each lot rather than concentrating the open space together to make it more enjoyable, 
useful, and less work” (Citizens League, 1968). 
 
While praising the work of local government to create small-scale developed parks, they 
argued for a broader perspective on open space. 
 
“Parks and playgrounds...are not the only type of open space needed in the metro area. 
An appropriate open space action policy will cover all land which should not be used for 
urban development” (Citizens League, 1968).  
 
And, they argued, these non-park open spaces needed to be reconceived not as temporarily 
dormant land awaiting development but as public assets most valuable to society if permanently 
withheld​ from development: 
 
“[Open space] is not simply left-over, unbuilt-upon land but land that serves to protect 
the environment, to conserve resources, to provide amenities and aesthetics in the area, 
and to provide recreational areas”​ ​(Citizens League, 1968).  
 
The open space system they envisioned was truly regional in nature, spanning the entire 
seven-county metro area without regard to local boundaries. Only regional government, the Citizens 
League argued, could be relied upon to create and preserve this essentially regional open space 
system. 
 
The missing piece was an open space protection plan: 
 
“[B]ecause this area today has no comprehensive open space plan, no policy for 
preservation of open land nor any vehicle for carrying out such a policy, there is no way 
to assure that urban development will be kept away from land which should remain 
open” (Citizens League, 1968). 
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The Minnesota Legislature had recognized the same need two years earlier when it created 
the ​Metropolitan​ Council, and charged it with drafting a comprehensive development guide 
including policies, plans, and programs for land use, parks, and open space. The Council began 
laying the groundwork for an open space plan by creating an Open Space Advisory Committee in 
February 1968 and immediately tasked it to advise the Council on the regional need for different 
types of open space, the roles each level of government should play in the creation and management 
of the system, and the policy strategies those agencies should employ. 
 
The resultant January 1969 report, ​Proposals for Preserving a Metropolitan Open Space System​, 
echoed the worries of the Citizens League (Metropolitan Council, 1969). The Committee described 
development gobbling up sensitive open space heedless of the consequences for natural systems or 
future generations. Looking back admiringly at the creation of St Paul and Minneapolis’ extensive 
park systems, they worried that the opportunity to do the same for Twin Cities suburbs would soon 
be gone. 
“Our options are rapidly expiring. We must make our commitment to preserve selected 
open space now. The present undeveloped land must be considered as the last available 
that can function as permanent open space. Because, for us, it is” (Metropolitan Council, 
1969). 
 
Fueled by this worry, the Open Space Advisory Committee built a comprehensive 
conceptual foundation for metro area open space protection. They inclusively conceived of open 
space as “land that has not been built upon” (Metropolitan Council, 1969). Under this broad 
umbrella, they identified five overlapping types of open space - Conservation, Protection, 
Production, Recreation-Education, and Amenity - each defined by the benefits those lands will 
deliver to society if left substantially undisturbed. 
1. Conservation open space​ refers to expansive, ecologically intact landscapes where 
natural systems operate on a sufficient scale to provide fishing, hunting, and wilderness 
experiences and preserve species that require extensive pristine habitat. Examples 
include game refuges and wilderness preserves.  
2. Protection open space ​refers to lands that are intrinsically unsuitable for urban 
development that, if protected, provide services that protect human health and safety. 
Examples include flood plains, steep slopes, wetlands, and drainage ways; all of which 
protect against flooding and erosion if not developed.  
3. Production open space​ refers to presently undeveloped lands that are used, or could be 
used, for resource extraction - logging, agriculture, or mining - and could be converted in 
the future to another functional type of open space.  
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 4. Amenity open space​ refers to lands whose exceptional scenic qualities and fortuitous 
location vis-a-vis parkways and prospects lend beauty to daily life if protected.  
5. Recreation-Education open space ​refers to lands needed to meet the recreational 
needs of current and future residents of the metro area. 
 
For each type of open space, the Committee prescribed distinct management goals, 
agency roles, and policy strategies. Protection open space, defined in part by its complete 
intolerance to urbanization, must be entirely withheld from development, they asserted. Because 
swift public acquisition of hundreds of thousands of acres of Protection open space is financially 
prohibitive, the Committee prescribed the use of state, regional, and local planning and zoning 
laws as a cost-effective means to prevent development of privately owned Protection open space 
in the absence of public ownership.  
 
In contrast, Recreation-Education open space has the more limited purpose of meeting 
finite recreational needs computed on the basis of per capita recreation open space needs and 
projected population growth. The Committee calculated a need to acquire an additional 40,000 
acres of Recreation-Education open space to meet the recreational needs of the anticipated 
metro area population in the year 2000. The Committee prescribed acquisition as the most 
suitable tool to preserve and provide unfettered public access to Recreation-Education open 
space.   
 
For all types of open space, the Committee prescribed close coordination between levels 
of government with state and metropolitan governments generally assigned to promulgate and 
enforce standards and localities assigned to meet them. 
 
The Open Space Advisory Committee elevated acquisition of Recreation-Education 
open space as the most urgent open space preservation priority. They identified 24,000 acres 
necessary to meet near-term recreational needs for immediate acquisition and another 14,000 
acres to meet the long-term recreational needs of a growing population. Most urgent was 
acquisition of shoreline on the region’s lakes and rivers, very little of which was in public 
ownership at the time. Working in concert with the Committee, ​Metropolitan​ Council staff 
identified 26 major regional parks, 19 regional water access sites, 31 local water access sites, and 
three state parks for priority acquisition, all represented in a prioritized Recreation-Education 
open space acquisition map that accompanied the report. 
 
The McHarg report arrived in this context with the express purpose of advising the 
Metropolitan Council on how to determine which lands should be protected as open space. 
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 McHarg’s Recommendations to the Metropolitan Council 
What did McHarg recommend to the Metropolitan Council with regard to the protection of 
open space? The genesis of the McHarg report to the ​Metropolitan​ Council was a separate McHarg 
report on open space planning. In McHarg’s 1996 autobiography, he says:  
 
“​My first encounter with metropolitan planning was with the open space study for the 
Philadelphia metropolitan region performed for the Urban Renewal Administration. The 
presentation I made to Alan Boyd, acting secretary of the Department of Transportation, 
came to the attention of Vice President Hubert Humphrey.”​ (McHarg, 1996).   
 
Humphrey believed the same method needed to be applied to his native Twin Cities and 
arranged for the Department of Housing and Urban Development to finance and supervise such a 
study (McHarg, 1996). 
 
The ​Metropolitan​ Council hired McHarg to develop a methodology for land use planning, to 
apply that methodology to the Twin Cities metro area landscape, and produce prescriptive land use 
maps that could serve as a basis for an anticipated ​Metropolitan​ Council open space plan. 
 
McHarg was not a conventional choice for this assignment. His services were engaged 
shortly after the release of his seminal book ​Design with Nature​, an environmental call to arms that 
urged design professionals to design in harmony with nature. Normally, a local government planning 
agency seeking technical guidance would engage a credentialed expert, usually little known outside of 
professional circles. Instead, the ​Metropolitan​ Council hired a globally famous public intellectual 
with a penchant for fiery environmental polemic who referred to environmentally destructive urban 
development with words like “excretions”, “entrails”, and “mutilations” (McHarg, 1969). 
 
On first read, it is surprising that this most unconventional government contractor appears 
to have written a conventional technical manual. Billed by McHarg as a science-based methodology 
for land use planning, the bulk of the report explains that method in mind-numbing detail expressed 
in dry procedural language. While wordy, the underlying prescription is radical and quintessentially 
McHarg. He advocated that the ​Metropolitan​ Council adopt “ecology,“ rather than economics, as 
the foundation of urban planning (McHarg, 1969). 
 
Here is where convention leaves the room. The man who decried the industrial revolution’s 
desecration of the natural world in ​Design with Nature​ here crafted a step-by-step guide for planners 
to restore harmony between humanity and nature. So, when taking the era, the groundbreaking 
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 regional government that is the Metropolitan Council, and the profoundly radical idea of advocating 
for ecology first rather than economy first all into consideration, we have a truly historic moment.  
 
To restore the harmony between humanity and nature, McHarg urged that we forego 
subjective judgment in favor of a science-based understanding of the benefits that natural processes 
confer, the constraints they impose, and the impacts they are likely to incur from various land use 
types. Constructing an understanding of Twin Cities natural processes from the best available 
science of the day, McHarg revealed a landscape where it is commonplace to encounter natural 
processes that are rare, vital to human health and well-being, and/or vulnerable to harm from 
development including: 
 
1. Finite subterranean water sources (aquifers) that can only be replenished if porous recharge 
zones remain substantially undeveloped. 
2. Steep slopes that are prone to erode into sensitive surface water when developed. 
3. Wetlands that must be destroyed in order to be built upon. 
 
All are examples of lands that McHarg believed could not be developed in any meaningful 
sense without unacceptably diminishing the capacity of the land to provide continued natural value 
in the future. For all such lands, McHarg prescribed a category of land use he called “protection”, or, 
“[t]hose land uses whose primary purposes are to preserve, protect, and conserve those elements of 
the natural environment considered to be unique, scarce, or vulnerable” or essential to public health 
and safety” (Wallace et. al, 1969). 
 
McHarg prescribed protection for large swaths of the Twin Cities metro area, more than has 
been recommended for protection or actually protected in the subsequent 50 years. McHarg 
designated all of the following natural resources for protection (listed in order of priority}: water, 
wetlands, aquifer recharge zones, quality forested areas, lands with significant slopes, unique natural 
features, and unique cultural features. 
 
The technocratic tone of McHarg’s report to the Council belied his passionate personal 
perspective on the redeeming power of the natural world. In ​Design with Nature​, McHarg depicted a 
simplified moral universe in which disharmony with nature is darkness and harmony with nature is 
light. Perhaps because he was operating from that moralized perspective on environmental 
protection, McHarg’s position on protection seems puritanical: all lands suitable for protection 
should be designated as such, regardless of the other uses to which they could put, and should be 
exempt from nearly all human uses except passive recreation, hunting,​ ​and fishing. Applying this 
perspective at the landscape level, McHarg’s 1969 report to the Council prescribed a sprawling open 
space system for the Twin Cities far exceeding in expanse and scope the actual open space system in 
place today. He described the final product of his methodology as “a system of two intertwining 
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 nets, one composed of present and future developed land, and the second consisting of open space 
in a natural or near-natural state” (Wallace et. al, 1969). 
 
McHarg’s method reinforced the value he placed on protection by reducing his priorities to a 
science-based formula not subject to adjustment on the basis of practicability, affordability, or 
politics. The criteria for protection were uniqueness, scarcity, vulnerability, and importance to life 
and health. For each of these, McHarg selected a metric and set a threshold to designate a property 
for protection. In many cases, the threshold was set quite low. For example, McHarg declared that 
one measure of vulnerability should be slope and that slopes as shallow as five percent grade could 
be sufficient to mitigate in favor of protection. McHarg’s decision guidelines then dictated that all 
properties that met criteria for protection should be designated for protection regardless of the other 
uses to which they could be put. The result is a systematic methodology that supported McHarg’s 
spiritual conviction that many natural places should be inviolate. 
Findings 
“I’ve yet to meet any scientists who know very much about planning, and if you talk about design, they run 
away screaming” (McHarg, 1995).  
Evidence of McHarg’s Influence on Metropolitan Council  
What is the evidence that the McHarg report directly influenced the formulation of 
Metropolitan Council open space policy? While the documentary evidence that the McHarg report 
influenced subsequent open space planning is plentiful, direct evidence indicating precisely ​how ​the 
report influenced open space policy is limited. Other than stating and restating the nature and 
purpose of the report, Metropolitan Council minutes, newsletters, memoranda, and plans say little 
about the policy directly borne of it. 
 
The implicit evidence that the McHarg report directly influenced the formulation of 
Metropolitan​ Council open space policy is encompassed in various formats: language used in 
primary sources, references in publications, and reactions and perspectives of external stakeholders. 
A consistent line can be inferred that the report was one of many explanatory threads in grander 
open space visibility. However, examining impact requires a comprehensive perspective, including 
the general anticipation of the report and its subsequent responses, both positive and negative. 
Through this triangulation, the potential significance of the recommendations can also be inferred. 
 
The general purpose of the McHarg report was to utilize ecological analysis to prescribe 
optimal metropolitan area land uses. A specific purpose was to provide the basis for a future 
Metropolitan​ Council open space plan. This explicit goal is summarized in the introduction of the 
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 report and its subsequent recommendations. The McHarg report reiterates these two purposes and 
their function by alluding to its use “in support of general land use planning” and prescribing 
optimal use of land throughout the metro area by inventorying the ecological characteristics of 
specific landscapes and using that inventory to “match the proclivities of the land to the 
requirements of demand” (Wallace et. al, 1969). The verbage indicates a level of certainty that the 
commissioned purpose was agreed upon by both the firm and the Council to serve as the vital 
informing guide.  
 
Aside from the report’s own stated purpose, historical findings of the Metropolitan Council’s 
shift in work plan and open space committee formal reports are another indicator of a significant 
impact. In the 1968 Council Work Plan, it is stated the general purpose of the McHarg report was to 
“identify the best use of land from an ecological standpoint” and that it would be used to identify 
land that should be designated as protected open space in the ​Metropolitan​ Council’s first 
development guide (Metropolitan Council, 1968). The utilization of the report was premeditated by 
members of the Council in their communications. The anticipation of its receipt is referenced again 
in May 1968 in internal memos, where Council Executive Director Robert Jarvis states the purpose 
of the report was to give the Council “a fact basis for decisions as to the optimum locations for 
housing, industry, open space, and transportation-circulation facilities” (add citation). Most 
importantly, the absence of other highly lauded commissioned reports demonstrates the Council’s 
commitment to, and expectations from, the findings of the report.  
 
The reception of the report is another evidentiary component of its relative importance and 
influence. In the later-recorded and televised October 24, 1968 presentation given by McHarg and 
his assistant Narendra Juneja, meeting notes illuminate the pomp surrounding McHarg’s work and 
the eagerness of the members present. Immediately after presenting, the notes indicate a member 
presenting a motion “that the Council accept Mr. McHarg’s report with enthusiasm and direct its 
staff to proceed with its review of this tremendous undertaking and to make recommendations for 
its use in connection with the several programmes of the Council” (Metropolitan Council, 1968). 
The motion was then immediately carried. The film of the presentation, whose original copy could 
not be located, is used in a later 1969 educational documentary, ​Multiply and Subdue the Earth, ​which 
the team was able to transcribe. While the documentary surveys the Twin Cities area amongst several 
others, it does reference the actions regarding the report as “a rare move in urban America… to deal 
with problems which concern the entire region...” and that “The Council commissioned the first 
ecological study to be undertaken for a metropolitan area” (Hoyt, 1969). The inference can be made 
that the Council received the report’s findings with seriousness, recognizing the need and use for 
data which could shift the direction of open space planning. The narrator, after the Council accepts 
the findings with gratitude and enthusiasm, acknowledges, “the realization of these ideas is not going 
to be easy” (Hoyt, 1969). The choice for the Council to incorporate McHarg’s report findings as a 
primary source of influence sits on the basis of their understanding of the difficulties it would 
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 produce. Their choice to move forward regardless provides evidence of the innate absorption of the 
content into Council policy.  
 
By the time the Metropolitan Council published the first formalized version of the 
Metropolitan Development Guide​ (MDG) in June 1970, the Council had established many of its 
recommendations in research findings and legitimate avenues for community development. The 
variation between earlier iterations is stark; not only is the definition of open space expanded to 
include differentiation of types, but immediate and long-term action areas are identified. The open 
space plan maps are greatly detailed in the 1970 ​MDG​, compared to the rather elementary 
infographic in the 1969 Open Space Plan. Most importantly, the final page reference map, entitled 
Metropolitan Open Space Plan Adopted by the Metropolitan Council June 25, 1970​ lists the McHarg report as 
the only source. Whether or not the report language is embedded in the MDG is less visible; 
however, the entirety of the plan is grounded in the McHarg data.  
 
In framing the dissemination of the ​MDG​, the equally important reaction of the various 
metropolitan counties lends itself to the tangible yet elusive impact of the policy suggestions. In June 
of 1970, the MDG Committee hosted an Open Space Plan public meeting to gather public opinion 
from various stakeholders. These stakeholders included city and county level municipality 
representatives, park and recreation boards, park reserve districts representatives, and county 
auditors. In several instances, stakeholders pushed back on the policy guide. Within the hearing 
report, the committee added their clear intent. The City of Coon Rapids took issue with the 
research, calling for “additional research in determining the wetlands-water recharge relationship” 
(Metropolitan Council 1970). Anoka County suggested “Where feasible” be added to the beginning 
of policies 7 and 9, and the committee added after the comment “(the two words would weaken the 
policy intent considerably)” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). Similar modifications were recommended 
for policy 11, in which Anoka County advocates an entire revision of the policy, which the report 
immediately counters in writing with “this would permit the further indiscriminate conversion of 
natural drainageways into covered storm sewers or concrete drains--one of the primary acts which 
the Guide seeks to discontinue” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). Towards the end of the 73 points, the 
polarization is even more clear. Point 55 indicates Anoka County asking for modifications to the 
protection elements which “merit immediate preservation action, supposing it is not supported” 
(Metropolitan Council, 1970). The committee responds that “the protection areas have been 
determined by using the most sophisticated techniques which are available and their existence is fact, 
not opinion.” The collection of stipulations and light challenges to the data presented point to a 
reaction not seen before in Council policy reception. The extensive preparation and dialogue around 
the interpretation indicates a high-stakes approach by the Council in maintaining the integrity of the 
original recommendations.  
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 The resistance was compounded by what are apparently limitations of city finance structures. 
Anoka County, League of Municipalities, City of Coon Rapids, City of Anoka, City of Blaine, Anoka 
Area Chamber of Commerce, and Anoka County League of Municipalities all called for “changes in 
fiscal matters relating to open space and other areas of concern” (Metropolitan Council, 1970). 
Discussions of tax incentives and concessions to landowners allude to the difficulty in organizing 
revenues around open space, a challenge the Council acknowledged as a first priority. The Council 
entered the battle for the ​Development Guide ​to be implemented and prepared to address the issue, 
immediately after the McHarg report. Given the quick progression of a report adapted into 
framework and immediately posited to the greater community, it is a fair assumption that the report 
lent credibility to the open space movements.  
 
Most of the principal participants in the drafting, receipt, and application of the McHarg 
report have passed away or were not available for interviews. Marcel Jouseau was a graduate student 
of McHarg’s at the University of Pennsylvania during the preparation of the McHarg report and 
joined the ​Metropolitan​ Council staff in 1974. Mr. Jouseau acknowledges that finding a direct link 
connection “... is very difficult. You have Ian’s [McHarg] study, which is useful in the sense of 
demonstrating the importance of the environment but the basis of the map is very coarse. Back then 
there was not a great deal of data” (personal communication, November 14, 2018). After discussing 
his experience with the Council’s evolutionary development frameworks, Mr. Jouseau said that 
between the years of 1969-1975, “nothing really happened with McHarg’s stuff. Really rinky-dink 
stuff” (personal communication, November 14, 2018).  
 
After diving deeper into the role of the Council, the more dynamic connection of the report 
to broader policy becomes apparent. While undoubtedly clear that federal regulations at the time 
fostered the environment for umbrella ‘conservation’ policy, Mr. Jouseau cannot deny the role of the 
McHarg report: 
 
“I would credit Ian McHarg because of the study, it raised the level of consciousness. People 
before that didn't really care. You put your waste in the ground and you don’t care until you 
get somebody sick because of your well. I am saying this not because he was my advisor, 
truly it was important, but after that, it was really opportunistic in the sense that we had the 
Federal Clean Water Act, which caused regions like us to worry about our water and do 
something about our water” (personal communication, November 14, 2018). 
 
The overall expressed intents and expectations around the report, along with later dissent 
and momentum towards legitimized development frameworks allow the team to conclude that there 
is a sufficient amount of evidence indicating McHarg’s report was influential in the open space 
policies proposed by the Metropolitan Council, and later adopted by multilateral agencies.  
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 Alignment: McHarg Recommendations and Metropolitan Open 
Space Statements 
  What is the level of alignment between McHarg’s open space recommendations and early 
Metropolitan Council open space policy statements? The ​Metropolitan​ Council published its 
Metropolitan Development Guide - Parks and Open Space​ in June of 1970, one year after McHarg’s report 
to the ​Metropolitan​ Council. That McHarg’s report influenced the inaugural ​Metropolitan​ Council 
open space plan is beyond question as both documents state that McHarg’s map of lands prescribed 
for protection was a basis for the map in the ​Metropolitan​ Council report depicting lands prescribed 
for open space. 
 
How​ and ​to what extent ​McHarg influenced the entirety of the inaugural ​Metropolitan​ Council 
open space plan is less clear as the two documents make no other references to each other, use 
distinctive terminology, and, in some cases, reach divergent conclusions. 
 
Knowing that the McHarg report was intended to inform the ​Metropolitan​ Council open 
space plan but lacking explicit evidence that it did so, we look for implicit evidence of relatedness by 
assessing the level of alignment between the content of two documents. 
 
At a superficial level, the two documents appear at first to be aligned in many respects. Both 
documents: 
 
1. Ground open spacing planning in a science-based understanding of the natural functions the 
land performs. 
2. Adopt an ecology-based appreciation of the value and vulnerability of intact natural 
processes in urban areas. 
3. Prescribe open space protection for lands that deliver vital services to society if maintained 
in their natural state. 
4. Designate similar inclusion criteria and metrics for open space protection e.g. vulnerability to 
harm from urban development as measured by slopes, soils, water resources, etc. 
 
McHarg’s conceptual echoes are most evident in the way the two documents attempt to 
elevate the status of open space in land use planning and reconceptualize the practice of open space 
protection. In an era when many viewed open space as temporarily dormant land awaiting future 
development, McHarg and the ​Metropolitan​ Council adopted the view that open space provides 
services essential to urban vitality and should be intentionally and permanently protected. 
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 McHarg wrote: 
 
“Heretofore, open space has played a passive role in the transformation of land. 
Urbanization has been the active force. Little if any value has been attributed to open 
space and the processes it helps to maintain. This situation has deterred the preservation 
or creation of a metropolitan open space system complementary to urban development” 
(Wallace et. al, 1969). 
 
Developing these ideas further, the ​Metropolitan​ Council Open Space plan states that: 
 
“Open space has generally been treated as a residual use of the area’s resources after 
other development demands have been met. However, open space is not a residual use 
of land but a vital component of an orderly urban environment that serves many 
irreplaceable functions. A metropolitan open space system that has equal status with 
other land uses is needed to prevent ill-advised or destructive development” 
(Metropolitan Council, 1970). 
 
Though they have similar foundations, the two documents come to significantly divergent 
conclusions. In general, McHarg places a much higher priority on open space protection. He 
recommended protection as a suitable use for larger swaths of the Twin Cities landscape and then 
declared that all such lands must be protected as open space and were ineligible for significant 
development. 
 
The difference in the priority of open space protection between the two documents 
manifests in numerous ways. On McHarg’s recommended open space protection map, greater 
acreage is designated for protection and those lands are not differentiated as to priority for 
protection. In contrast, the 1970 ​Metropolitan​ Council open space map recommends some of 
McHarg’s open space acreage for uses other than protection and divides the remainder into two tiers 
of importance - Primary Protection and Secondary Protection. This is part of a larger tendency in 
the ​Metropolitan​ Council report to hedge and compromise where McHarg makes unqualified 
protection commitments. Where McHarg designates all shoreline and steep slopes for protection, 
without provision for exception, the ​Metropolitan​ Council qualifies its otherwise similar 
recommendations by stating that they should only “generally” apply and only for “certain shorelines 
and steep slopes.” 
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  Figures 6 & 7 – Left: 1969 WMRT Protection Map, Right: 1970 Metropolitan Development Guide 
Open Space Plan Map (Sources: Wallace et. al, 1969, and Metropolitan Council, 1970) 
 
We believe the formulation of this guide was driven by McHarg’s recommendations that 
land uses should be preserved and combined with guided recognition of human impact on the built 
environment or an uncontrolled growth model where social demands are understood. McHarg 
concludes that: 
 
“...Logically, the next step would be to establish policies and prepare a plan to guide social 
processes in a manner that would protect the region's natural environment. The final task 
would be the formulation of those public and private powers needed for the realization of a 
regional plan. It is hoped that the Council will be able to follow such a planning sequence. 
Only the ecological study has been completed.” (Wallace et al., 1969).  
 
The sentiment expressed in the quotation is supported by the Metropolitan Council’s development 
guide as it proves that the processes they took to address protection and preservation of natural 
resources as well as needs are directly impacted by McHarg’s 1969 WRMT recommendations.  
 
In the 1969 WMRT report, we find that maintaining equilibrium of the various natural 
features available to the region is quite difficult to program. Recognizing this challenge, the Twin 
Cities region was advised to focus on overseeing and administering the smaller rivers, streams, lakes, 
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 ponds, wet meadows, commerce, recreation, industry, residences, projected population, etc. Ideally 
this would be done by establishing a metropolitan policy that incorporated the preservation and 
enhancement of natural features which assured protection against exploitation and allowed for the 
maximum valuation of sites. In the 1970 MDG report we find this exact process being implemented.  
 
A fine explanation of what influenced the 1970 MDG report is McHarg’s stance on open 
space where he describes its role in the region and need for implementation: 
 
“Open space has played a passive role in the transformation of land. Urbanization has been 
the active force. Little if any value has been attributed to open space and the processes it 
helps maintain. This situation has deterred the preservation or creation of a metropolitan 
open space system complementary to urban development. Land use regulations are 
necessary to protect the public from the damaging consequences of private acts which incur 
both costs and losses to the public when those acts violate and interrupt natural processes. 
Policies based on an understanding of the natural processes will allow those processes to 
perpetrate at little if any cost to man. They provide a defensible basis for an open space 
system which goes far toward making our metropolitan region livable and beautiful” 
(Wallace et. al, 1969).  
 
It is important to note that McHarg and his team created their maps by hand. While visually 
stunning and necessary, they were limited in their ability to work in “real-time.” This led to one of 
the major criticisms of the work by Metropolitan Council members. Ed Maranda, Senior 
Metropolitan Planner, reported in an interview with Adkins that McHarg’s ecological analysis of the 
region included areas he deemed unsuitable for development that had already been developed. It can 
be assumed that this led to a lack of trust between McHarg and Metropolitan Council members, 
leading to questions about the definition of unsuitable and for whom--especially in light of how 
cities raised money.  
 
This interpretation of open space preservation and conservancy expresses sentiments that 
are indistinguishable from those that make up the 1970 MDG adopted report. Subsequently we can 
verify that McHarg’s theory of human ecological planning and the 1969 WMRT report directly 
impacted the foundation of the parks and open space assessment. It can be seen in fine print on 
Figure 5, where map language states: “data on this map are based on: Wallace, McHarg, Roberts, and 
Todd, An Ecological Study of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area: Metropolitan Council and 
Metropolitan Planning Commission Staff Study, United States Geological Survey Maps” 
(Metropolitan Council, 1970). Furthermore, we have compared two side-by-side divisions of the 
maps provided by the 1969 WMRT report and the 1970 MDG report (See Figures 6 and 7). 
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 Through this comparison we have found that a relative amount of uniformity exists between 
the maps, especially in areas that are identified as “primary protection” sites presented in light green 
for Figure 6 and dark green in Figure 7. This suggests to us that there was a considerable amount of 
directly informed development from the 1969 WMRT report to create the 1970 MDG. 
 
These differences are representative of the divergent worldviews that McHarg and the 
Metropolitan​ Council brought to the task of open space planning. For McHarg, protection was 
preeminent - the only acceptable use for large swaths of the landscape - and government is 
presumed to have the capacity and the will to actually protect those lands. In contrast, the 
practitioners at the ​Metropolitan​ Council came to the question of open space protection with a 
broad public charge, the perception of severe resource constraints, and a closer familiarity with the 
political nature of public decision-making and the rapid pace of urban growth. As a result, the 
Metropolitan​ Council report treats open space protection as just one of several valuable land uses 
and assumes that not all environmentally sensitive lands can or should be saved. 
 
There are benefits and costs to the 1970 ​Metropolitan​ Council report’s more pragmatic 
perspective. The presumption that not all lands suitable for protection can actually be protected 
necessitates careful thinking about acquisition priorities. Accordingly, the ​Metropolitan​ Council 
report helpfully recommends that leaders prioritize for acquisition those lands that perform several 
natural functions, have recreational value for the largest swath of the metro area, and/or are at 
imminent risk of harm from inappropriate use. The report goes on to list specific properties that 
should be prioritized for acquisition. Similarly, the ​Metropolitan​ Council’s presumption that some 
lands that are inappropriate for development will nonetheless be developed prompts them to think 
productively about how to mitigate the resultant harms via building and zoning codes and even 
ecological restoration. Such strategies for navigating a world of finite government resources and 
compromised landscapes are largely absent from McHarg’s thinking. 
 
The ​Metropolitan​ Council also differs from McHarg in not just accepting development of 
some lands suitable for protection but advocating for their development. Minimizing the 
significance of the 100 square miles of open space they expected to be developed in the 1970s, they 
wrote: “Open space, like the diamond, can frequently be divided or changed in use and still keep 
beauty and purpose”(Metropolitan Council, 1970). 
 
Where the ​Metropolitan​ Council’s broad view of the public good sometimes led them to 
compromise open space protection, it also prompted a greater appreciation of the recreational, 
scenic, educational, and social benefits of open space protection. McHarg, with his focus in his 
Metropolitan​ Council report on science-based measurement of the benefits of natural processes, 
tended to emphasize benefits measurable by the hard sciences like clean water and biological 
diversity at the expense of the more difficult to measure benefits to citizens’ mental, physical, and 
36 
 spiritual well-being. Given McHarg’s lengthy autobiographical paeans to the redemptive powers of 
nature in ​Design with Nature​, the absence of this emphasis in his report to the ​Metropolitan​ Council 
was likely a byproduct of the methodology he employed. 
 
Most of the 1970 ​Metropolitan​ Council report, by page count, is focused on acquisition and 
improvement of recreational open space. For them, human enjoyment of open space – whether for 
scenery, recreation, or education – was a critically important end in itself. By contrast, McHarg 
characterized passive recreational enjoyment of protected open space as a happy and relatively 
benign byproduct of his primary end – protecting the integrity of natural processes. As a result, the 
Metropolitan​ Council Report has much more to say about recreational open space. 
 
The ​Metropolitan​ Council report examines the multi-faceted social and psychological 
benefits of open space protection. Open space is needed to “assure a quality environment for living; 
to provide suitable space and appropriate sites to meet the recreation needs of the present and 
future population; and to provide a socially desirable environment for all the people of this area” 
(add citation). Rare or unusually intact natural resources also have value for education and research. 
In this context, the ​Metropolitan​ Council gives significant emphasis to providing access to open 
space for all citizens by: 
 
● Prioritizing acquisition dollars to ensure that citizens throughout the metro area have 
protected open space reasonably close by. 
● Seeking to match the supply of open space and specific recreational improvements to 
current and anticipated demand in all geographic areas with the guideline to “give the 
greatest attention to those facilities and activities deemed important by the largest numbers 
of people.” 
● Emphasizing, and disproportionately investing in, recreational facilities that do not require 
citizens to buy costly equipment, pay significant user fees, or travel significant distances.   
 
By contrast, McHarg makes no mention of the importance of providing convenient, 
affordable recreation for all citizens regardless of income or place of residence prioritizing lands for 
protection exclusively on the basis of his criteria of uniqueness, scarcity, vulnerability, and 
importance to human health and safety. There is no provision to protect unnoteworthy open space 
simply because it is close to people in an area otherwise lacking open space. Ironically, the one 
special provision for access to open space articulated by McHarg is his repeated suggestion that 
lands next to rivers, lakes, and forests should be prioritized for what he called “prestige housing.” 
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 Discussion 
“And after we consider all the primary lands, we simply applied the same procedure to the lands of secondary 
and lower suitability. And so tediously and slowly we map this fantasy and remember that we didn't know 
the answer as we proceeded but finally we assembled all of this information and there it was done” (Hoyt & 
Blau, 1969). 
 
The findings discussed point to a common theme; undoubtedly McHarg’s report was 
received with earnest consideration and to some extent, in reverence. While McHarg’s perspectives 
on the purpose of open space may have been even more radically pronounced than any actions the 
Metropolitan Council had the capacity or desire to implement, the hard line he drew set an 
undeniable frame of reference for the evolution of policy. While the shift in formal open space 
planning is markedly clear between the report and the subsequent ​Metropolitan​ ​Development Guide 
(MDG), the level of activity surrounding the report signifies the weight of consideration given to it. 
While explicit communications connecting the report to policy were not present, it can be inferred 
the actions immediately following were influenced by the report, which resulted in a trajectory of 
open space policy evolving shortly after at the local and state level.  
 
Like any good story, this one contains a fair amount of nuance. As discussed in Ed 
Maranda’s interview, not everyone felt that McHarg had influence. Between naming areas unsuitable 
for development that were already developed, raising the alarm of dangerously high nitrogen levels 
in northern suburban water -- which turned out to be inaccurate -- his ignorance of, and blatant 
disregard for, local politics, his occasionally arrogant nature and his perceived delight in pushing 
buttons would all seem to dampen his influence. However, his deep commitment to methods, maps 
and perspective and the level of alignment between actual Council policies and those three McHarg 
priorities give the writing team a strong suspicion that his influence was greater than some of the 
sources may suggest. Essentially, he was at least as influential due to his celebrity and passion as he 
was opposed due to his persona. 
When considering the implications for future policy makers, delineating the nuance of 
impact can guide governing bodies towards better practice. Given the alignment of the report to the 
foundational development guides, documented evidence of enthusiasm for the work (albeit perhaps 
not for McHarg himself), and the atmosphere of rising consciousness surrounding ecological issues, 
one can begin to triangulate the composition of policy change. While in the short term, McHarg’s 
report may have been a drop in water to those most near the work, time illustrates a broader 
perspective and equation for informed planning practice.  
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 It provides evidence of a few corresponding factors with the potential to propel forward 
pragmatic and progressive change; adopting outstanding technical specs, momentum of current 
sociopolitical rhetoric, and perhaps a hint of notoriety. 
 
Additionally, the decelerating factors ranging from personality differences to local tax 
structure and municipal autonomy battles may present themselves as longstanding and unchanging 
barriers. When one examines the historical implications, it begs for consideration. Had the open 
space and land preservation movement been able to remove these negative social, political, and 
economic headwinds tainting the full embrace of McHarg’s ideas and plans, would the current day 
look differently? What would the region look like if a policy could overcome multilateral 
negotiations more efficiently and stakeholders with varying agendas, with a governing body aimed to 
do good? Lastly, knowing Hubert Humphrey played a role, it may raise another question of 
inputting lauded figures and their opinions and the impact on policy adoption.  
 
The findings indicate that through this non-linear, often problematic and contentious push 
and pull of regional issues and a larger cacophony of noise, open space regional planning based in 
theory can be successful. The process may look in a compressed timeframe as diverging interests 
without hope for alignment, but in reality the short time space saw successful adoption of somewhat 
radical contemporary policy motives. 
Areas for Further Study 
Given the breadth of materials spanning across 50 years and seven counties, there were a 
number of areas of further potential research raised. First, further in-depth research including 
interviews with primary sources into what the true intention was behind the commissioned report 
may be warranted. It would be of value to determine whether McHarg’s work validated and 
legitimized the Council in asserting its agenda across the region, and to what extent the evidence 
supports that theory. Alternatively, if the report was thrust upon the Council, resulting in a revisit of 
the original plans, the role of the report may have been less significant (albeit, still remarkably 
useful). The factual narrative surrounding the report’s inception could provide insight into the level 
of understanding of ecological preservation by non-academics and non-scientists, signaling a better 
understanding of whether McHarg’s report was monumental or opportunistic. 
 
Second, if the intention behind the report was to bolster an eventual push by the Council 
towards more progressive conservation efforts, determining how idealistically the Council perceived 
the report is valuable. If further interviews could be conducted throughout later dates, the lasting 
impact of the report’s recommendations as a moving goalpost of sorts could provide insight to the 
policy mechanisms employed by the Council. If the intentional placement of lofty and challenging 
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 goals helped the modern Twin Cities region gain a reputation as an ecological leader, it would greatly 
lend support to future best practices.  
 
Third, it may be instructive to further examine the extent to which the Council diluted the 
original policies of the McHarg report and their motivations for doing so. This point is especially 
interesting given that after major pushback from the regional stakeholders, the Council seemed to 
ground itself more firmly in the strict interpretation of its guidance. Determining whether the acting 
members had outstanding insight into feasibility or the positive changes were brought about by 
chance could suggest how today’s regional and urban planners can interpret the role of these figures 
and their influence.  
 
Fourth, and in conjunction with the following points, research into the systematic rise of 
similar preservation efforts and their underlying causes would provide a better understanding of the 
environment necessary to advance an ecology-based policy reform. The time period is special, as 
elaborated in the Jouseau interview, with the rise in federal oversight stemming from the creation of 
the Environmental Protection Agency in 1970, including the Clean Water Act of 1972. 
Implementers of today’s further water and antipollution policies could learn from the range of 
factors present in that time period. 
 
Finally, conducting a thorough qualitative analysis of the early open space policies with  
more current versions of Metropolitan Council policy could reveal great insight into variations 
and influential turning points. As it stands now, the Council’s ​THRIVE MSP 2040​ plan emphasizes 
five areas of notable outcomes: stewardship, prosperity, equity, livability, and sustainability 
(Metropolitan Council, 2018). The ability to pinpoint the progression of each  
priority may provide further insight into the long-term role a forward-thinking report such as 
McHarg’s may have had on the region’s policymakers.  
Limitations 
One of our main limitations was the ability of the research team to analyze five decades of 
open space policy in a timely manner. Thus our scope was limited mainly to the Metropolitan 
Council’s role, raising the question of the roles of other regional entities such as cities, counties, 
boards, and community-based representatives.  
 
Another limitation was the preservation method of some valuable and potentially insightful 
information. Microfiche was the principal method used to archive the meeting notes, including 
minority reports and submitted memos. In conducting the research, the team found some content 
indecipherable due to the low quality of the microfiche print taken. In particular, a minority report 
was submitted directly after McHarg presented to the Council in 1968 which was lost entirely. While 
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 there may be more sophisticated tools to restore them, such methods were not available or known 
to the team. 
 
Too, the lack of primary sources in the historical timeframe limited the team’s ability to 
systematically survey members present during this time of historic change. Given that these events 
occurred 49 years ago as of this writing, few traceable and surviving leaders were able to be found or 
interviewed in the short time span of the research period.  
Conclusion  
2019 is the 50th anniversary of Ian McHarg’s seminal book, ​Design with Nature​. There will 
likely be many opportunities to revisit his life and his work. The hope of this report is that during 
this time of celebration and retrospection, the public will also consider McHarg’s little known report, 
An Ecological Study of the Twin Cities​. McHarg focused his work on illuminating the unconsidered 
destruction of sensitive open space and its attendant harm to natural systems. The ​Metropolitan 
Council was focused on the harmful effects of poorly managed growth including destruction of 
open space.  
 
The team’s formative conclusion is that the Metropolitan Council used McHarg’s report to 
help them create their 1970 ​Open Space Policy and Metropolitan Development Guide​, spurring an evolution 
of inextricably linked policies and structures to ensure the preservation of the region. While McHarg 
and the ​Metropolitan​ Council diverged in their final analysis of what would be protected, there is no 
doubt that McHarg’s work contributed significantly to the ​Metropolitan​ Council’s recommendations 
and that the Council staff and board used McHarg’s recommendations as support for pushing back 
on local municipalities who sought to soften the policy language. 
 
The Metropolitan Council organization is unique, not without controversy, and a valuable 
regional resource. According to the ​No need to mess with the Metropolitan Council ​op-ed in the 
Minneapolis ​Star Tribune​ on May 4, 2018 written by ​James Hovland, Elizabeth Kautz and Janet 
Williams: 
 
“​The Metropolitan Council was created 50 years ago to solve significant problems. The 
Twin Cities region faced sewage, development and transit crises, and many communities 
were unable to provide essential services to their residents. 
 
Local officials were unable to resolve these issues on their own, and policymakers saw the 
need for a regional governing body that could manage regional issues that transcended local 
boundaries. 
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 Governed by appointed citizens, the council put Minnesota on the map for its innovative 
metropolitan problem-solving strategy. It continues to be the envy of many regions across 
the country. 
 
The council today is responsible for coordinated services that include a regional wastewater 
management system renowned for high standards and low rates and a regional transit system 
that provided 81 million trips in 2017. It assists local governments on developing local 
comprehensive plans — shared between and approved by neighboring communities — to 
create a regional vision and provide cost-effective investments in transportation, wastewater 
treatment and parks.” 
 
In his interview, Marcel Jouseau mentions that the community leaders appointed to the early 
Council were, “very dedicated people, they wanted to do the right thing for the world” (Jouseau, 
personal communication, November 14, 2018). While the formula for decisively creating a region as 
special and functional as the Twin Cities region may never be fully known, the collaboration 
produced by the Council’s partnership with Ian McHarg certainly made significant impact in the 
course of policy actions whose resonating effects are still seen today.  
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Images 3 and 4 – Images of  Regulatory Devices and Recommended Permitted Uses (Source: 1969 WMRT Report).  
 
 
 






















































